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Mawineg 4 DIFFERENCE...ONE BRick AT & Time

merica’s 80,000 public schools are in
bad shape and gerting worse. The
L Zoapeglect of those buildings carries a high
price, not only for the 42 mifiion students in TS,
schools, but for the future of the nation. Despite
demand for mare facilities, state and local gov-
eramients are cutting school budgets, leaving fess
for new construction and deferring necessary

maintenance and repair, In 1994, 21 stares cut

taxes and others continue to foliow. Bond issucs
are meeting resistance from taxpavers and are
being rejected in growing numbers. The federal
- . o - . o HY " I
govermmment, which contributes 6% of the school
district budget. is also cutting education funding,
A S100 millien  education  infrastructuee
improvement grant was rescinded by Congress in

1995,

Gty KO.
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Leas Summit Harth High Schoal, Leas Sumei, MO. Photo by Michee! Spillars, Kansu




The shortfall in funding comes as the

need for invesrment is accelerating. Consider
the following:

<& 74% of public schools—about 59,000—arc

more than 25 vears old (ncarly a third are
more than 50 years old).

14 million children go to schools that need
cxtensive repair or replacement.

The General Accounting Office 1GAQ) est
mates that $S112 billion is needed to bring,
our $422 billion investment w facilitics up
to good condition.

- About two-thirds of our schools are classified
as hemg i adequage condition, but many still
need preventive maintenance or major repaies.
such as a new roof or new plumbing.

The Department of Labor estimates that by
the vear 2000, half of all new jobs will

require an education bevond high school.

¢ The National Education Association estimates

that $250 billion is nceded to install electrical
wiring and other infrastructure to support com-
puters and eclectronic links that will allow the
U.S. to compete in the world economy.,

The average cost of 2 new elementary school
today is $6 million, $15 million for the aver-
age secondary school. Schools todav are
likely to have an original building with per-
manent additions and a variciy of temporary
buildings added at different times.

Several state courts and Congress have rec-
ognized that the quality of the learning envi-
ronment affects the education children
receive. A recent North Dakora study found
a direct correlation hetween crumbling
schools and student achicvement.

A generation ago, a college graduate carned
about twice as much as 2 high sehoal dropout,

Today, the ratio i neark three o one,




To compound the problem, the GAO notes
that many schools are deferring maintenance as a
tesult of budger cuts. “Defereed maintenance
speeds up deterioration of buildings, and costs
escalate accordingly, further eroding the nation’s
multibillion investment in school facilities.” In
one case, a deferred $600 roof repair ulumately
cost $372,000 to replace the roof and repair water
damage. In other words, for every $1 not
invested, the system fell another $620 behind. If
maintentnce continues to be deferred, many
schools that arc now in adequate condition will
soon join those classified as inadéquate.

The cost of repairing, upgrading, and con-
structing schools is high. The cost of not acting
is higher. The namber of children in substandard
schools continues to grow as the money to main-
tain, repair, and replace this valuable infrastruc-
ture investment shrinks. It’s a dynamic that spells
trouble for our society.

A third of American children are trving to geta
leg up in life inside buildings that are overcrowded,
poorly ventlated, structurally unsafe, or lacking ade-
quare plumbing or lightng. If our schools can’t

make the grade, neither can our students.

ScHooL RATING ScALE

EXCELLENT: new or easily restorable fo “like new” condifion; only minimal routine maintenance required.

GOOD: only routine maintenance or minor repair required.

ADEQUATE: some preventive maitenance and/or corrective repair required,

FAIR: tails to meet code and functional requirement in some cases; failure(s) are inconvenient; extensive corrective

muintenonce and repair required.

Source: U.S General Accounting Office

POOR: consistent substandard performance; feilure(s) are disruptive and costly; foils most cade and fundtional
requirements; requires constant attention, renovation, or replacement. Major corrective repair or overhoul required.

REPLACE: Non-operational or significantly substandard performance. Replacement required.

Brtrions NEerDeD FOR REPAtrRS AnD 10 CompLy WitH
FeprraAL MANDATES tN THE Next THrReE YEARS

All schools Amount needed

(S milkions)
Make all repairs required to put schoels in good overall condition S10,200
Provide accessibility for disabled students 5183
Manage/correct asbestos 2,395
Manage/correct lead in water and paint 387
Manage/correct underground storage tanks 303
Manage/correct radon )
Manage/correct other requirements 2,380
TOTAL $111,880

Source: U.S. Geaeral Accounting Office

Buttpine ReEPAIRS NEEDED IN AMERICA’S SCHOOLS
Percentage of schools reporting

Type of building feature less-than-adequate huildin! features

HVAC 36.4
Plumbing 298
Roofs 273
Exterior walls, finishes, windows, doors _ 26.6
Electrical power . 26.4
Electrical lighting 254
Interior finishes, frims 241
Life safefy codes 19.0
Framing, floors, foundations 179

Source: .S, General Accounting Office




FeperaL/STaATE/LocaL ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

raditionally the financing of public

school construction has been a function

-of local government, with increasing
state participation after the baby boom of 1950.
Percentages vary widely by state, with some states
shouldering as much as 90 percent of the fund:
ing 1o @ little as 8.5 pereent. State revenues are
ratsed trom general sales, personal income. and
corporate taxes. Local jurisdictions raise revenue

primarily from property tanes.

Recent wrends reveal the leveling off of per
pupil spending for cducation combined with
ncreasing enrollment in public clementary and
secondary schools as assistance from the federal
government decreases. In 1978, the federal gov-
ernment contributed 9.8 percent of education
revenue, but that dropped to a tow of 6.1 percent

in 198990,

e Sm;nmii, M. Phol'a b;' ichaol Spillers, ansas Gty, MO,

l;esSummd orth High Schoo!




Traditionally, the federal government has
refrained from funding school repairs for fear of
intruding on local control of primary and sec-
ondary education. Federal funding, however,
would not mean control of teaching or curricu-
fum. In fact, quality facilities give schools the
flexibility to choose various cducatonal tech-
niques that antiquated facilities preclude. The
Education Infrastructure Act of 1994 which
authorized grants to school districts to repair or
upgrade dilapidated buildings and construct new
buildings remains unfunded. A possible soludon
would be a parmership among the federal, state and
local governments that would support educational
opportunities on a consistent national basis. This
can be compared to the situaton where the federa

government invests in the constructon of our

1991-92

Primary and secondary
public school enrcllment 42,047,000
Construction expenditures $15.7 billion
Total funds needead for
construction $112 hillion
Total expenditures on primary
and secondary educction $253 billion
Source of fotal expenditures

- Federal 6.6%

- State 46.4%

- Local 47.0%

FeperAL, STAaTE, aAND Locat

CONTRIBUTIONS BY STATE 1991-1992

FEDERAL Srare tocat”
Stare {PERCENT) {PenenT) {PERCNT)
¥ Aloboma 298
g Aloska [ 8.0 205
Arizona 88 424 488
1 Arkansas 108 59.9 29.3
Califarnia 15 65.9 266
) Colorado 50 428 523
Connedticot 32 407 560
Delawore 146 65.9 26.5
Horida 13 484 LEK]
Georgia 17 417 LY
=t Hawaii 15 90.3 2.2
£ Idoho 8.1 618 30.1
Hlineis 6.8 289 64.2
Indiora 53 529 418
lowa 53 473 474
Konstss 55 424 52.1
Kentucky 10.1 67.0 229
Lauisiong 108 547 34.4
Maine 5.9 498 443
el Moryland 51 382 56.7
' Mossochusetts 5.3 307 64.0
B Michigon 6.2 26.6 67.2
Minnesota 45 516 449
Mississippi 170 §3.5 2.5
Missauri 64 380 557
Mantang 88 418 49.3
Nebraska 6.2 343 9.5
Hevoda 42 387 571
New Hampshire KA 85 88.4
Hew Jersey 41 422 537
New Mexico 124 738 138
New York 56 403 S4.
North Carolino 12 64.6 282
North Daksta i 448 44
Ohia 59 408 533
Oklahama 46 62.2 332
Oregon 64 04 630
Pennsylvania 57 414 528
Rhode Island 6.0 85 5.8
South Carofina 9.0 483 426
South Dakata 1 70 620
Tennessee 105 422 413
Texos 66 434 500
Utah 6.9 572 358
Vermont 5.1 3b 633
Virginia 58 k|| 631
Washington 5.7 Ne 226
Wes! Virginio 16 872 752
Wistonsin 44 394 567
53 525 177

6.6 464 47.0

“Includes revenues from gifts and tuifion ond fees from patrons.

Source: National Center for Educotion Stefistics.,
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U.S. AVERAGE CURRENT PER PupiL EXPENDITURES
Have Leverep ofFfF SINcE 1990

Constort 1993-94 Dollars
6000 —

5000 —
4000 —
3000 —
2000

1000 —

0 ! 1

64 70 75

Source: National Center for Education Statistics

ENROLLMENT LEVELS HavE BEGUN TO INCREASE AFTER
REACHING A Low IN THE MIp 19805

Number of Children in Thousands
50000 —

e Enrollment
<cizess Projected Envollment

w— T

40000 — \_‘_____/

30000 L e

80 86

Source: National Center for Education Statistics

water, wastewater, and highwav facilides, but the
final implementation and construction decisions arc
made at the state and local levels. The federal gov-
ernment can support invesement in our nation’s
cducadonal capital facility needs without becoming
involved in the curricwdum decisions that belong to

the state and local officials.

91 96 00

A series of reports on public school facilities
and funding by the GAQ identifying school infra-
structure necds created natinnal attention follow-
ing their relcase in 1995-1996. Shortly after the
rclease of the final report, a federal initiative was
proposed to provide $5 biilion over four years to
reduce interest costs on school construction and
renovation by as much as 50%. Potential funding,
for the initiative would come from auctions of

communications licenses.
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State funds are being stretched as states “rob ESTIMATED NEEDS BY STATE

Peter to pay Paul.” On average, states are spend-

ing less on cducadon but significandy more on

200108,

NIL‘d.iC.lid and CO[‘I'CCCiO[‘I:ll fﬂLlllUt'S tuin.ng tancng featpee UPJIBLe i 500 DAS e Ferlem dmla Percent above
As public funds dwindle, we need to con- m":‘" izz zz: gg? g?'s ggz |
sider creative alternatives to financing our , i?kzs::us ;gg g?g ?;; Zgl zgg !

pa e 4 . et alre vee f California 419 708 87.1 614 257
nation’s futurc. Scveral attractive alternatives of  Colorado 19 a4 887 b0 02
. ; . i Connedlicut 300 51.5 171 474 87
debt and non-debt financing are available to Deiuwnre% . 05 Y pyd 651 n7
cal iyt erd i . R - District of Columbio  49.3 9.l 96.6 478 438

states and local jurisdictions to finance the much oo b 9 53 s e
. . . Georgia 26.2 3.2 62.0 47 4 146

needed school construction. Moot a4 a1 739 08 187
Idaho N9 56.2 86.6 133 133

['fnois 310 423 888 60.6 28.2

MerHonps oF FINANCING PuBLIC Indiana 292 569 850 487 363
. - lowo 18.8 50.5 7%.3 66.7 126

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION Kansas 33 546 " 882 70 172
Kentucky 309 59.3 811 549 262

. . N Lovisiana 38.6 499 87.6 63.9 36

Debt Financing Non-Debt Finoncing _ Maine s 604 847 728 13
o General Obligation Bonds @ Lease Financing Maryland 307 66.6 784 443 34.1
 Special Assessment Bonds Public-Private z%s%‘::mm ;?2 ﬁg ;;g ;g; ]gig
Partnerships Minnesota 35 568 8.6 653 19.3

* Snedal P Mississippi 28.5 495 820 748 1.2

pedal Furpose Missouri 73 415 89.5 758 137

501(()3 Corporations Montane 204 448 704 64.4 6.0

Nebraska 35.2 45 753 6.9 18.4

Nevada 232 418 83.3 70.3 131

New Hampshire 384 588 874 720 15.4

New Jersey 19.1 530 86.9 70.6 16.4

New Mexico 299 69.1 93.7 67.8 258

New York 328 67.3 89.6 510 3B.6

North Carolina 36.1 55.1 89.6 731 16.6

North Dakota 230 356 88.5 817 6.7

Ohio 380 76.} 95.2 724 28

Oklohoma 305 544 83.2 A7 8.4

Oregon B9 62.7 96.5 79.6 18.9

Pennsylvani 210 419 69.5 48.3 212

Rhode Istand 293 61.0 §1.2 n3 99

South Caraling 369 518 78.4 504 28.0

South Dakote 213 456 78.0 68.5 94

Tennessee 7.2 56.5 74.7 62.2 12.5

Texas 7.1 460 76.3 504 15.8

Utoh 341 62.5 91.2 714 19.8

Yermont 14 52.6 81.6 683 133

Virginia 274 60.1 80.9 521 289

Vashington 442 59.8 89.0 46.7 423

West Virginia 419 61.3 877 696 18.1

Wisconsin 318 48.9 788 656 132

Wyoming 44 487 825 740 8.5

Source: U.S. General Accounting Office
Note: Sampling errars are less than +11 percentage points
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Financine Mecuanisms ForR PuBtic ScuooL CONSTRUCTION

GeNErRAL OBLIGATION BoONDS

General obligation (GOY bonds are the most
common and most recognized form of financing
school construction. GO bonds arc backed by
the full faich and credit of the issuing entity and
are considered the most secure and therefore
axrry the Jowest interesr rate. Pavment of the
debt is not dependent upon the success or failure
ot the project financed, leaving the taxpavers ulti-

mately responsible for the hands.

The advantage of GO bonds is that it is gen-
crally the least expensive form of financing and
can be used to finance non-revenue gencrating
projects such as public schools.

A himitation of GO bonds is that most state
constitutions prohibit the state from incurring
any  mecaningful debt without first heing
approved through x vote of its constituents. Such
approval process typicaliy requires publi  Jdebate
prior to the vote which further delavs the project.
The debt amount may akso be strictly limited and
will usually require new taxes to pav the bond’s

debr service.

West Queens High School, Long Islond, NY. Photo by Bernstein Assac,, W1 Veron, NY.




Seecial ASSESSMENT Bonbps

Special assessment bonds are paid from rev-
enues derived from specific taxes imposed on the
property deriving a benefit from the facility. Here
the local jurisdiction enjoving the direct benefit
from the facility also carries the full burden of the
debt. This method of financing the construc-
tion of public schools is less common than
GO bonds but may be a viable choice when
used in conjunction with the development of

a new residential subdivision.

Non-DEBT FINANCING

In some situations states, cities and local
jurisdictions may be unable or unwilling to incur
debt but face the need to build new or renovate
existing school facilities. In such cases, non-debt

financing may be the only alternative.

CHANGES IN ENROLLMENT VARIED BY STATE, WitH MosST INCREASES OCCURRING
IN THE SOUTHWESTERN AND WESTERN STATES Berween 1980 ano 1993

” ay
b

. Increase of More Than 10 Percent

. Increase of 5 to 10 Percent

. Increase of Less Than 5 Percent

. Decrense

Source: National Center for Education Stntistics

S=State funding per pupil fer school
facilities consirucion (1994)
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CHANGES tN APPGRYIONMENT OF STATE BUDGETS

Percent
40 —

30 —

20 —

————— e

From 1987 10 1994

wizig  Percent Of Fiscol year Budget 1987
wamzx Percent Of Fiseal yeor Budget 1994

e o~

s e ey

o

ARLELRLOT

Elementary/  Higher Cash  Medicaid Corredions Tronsportafion Al
Secondary  Education  Assistance Other
Education

Source: Notional Association of State Budget Officers 1994 Stote Expenditure Report

e~
In Tennessce, two companies have

{ formed 1o design, finance, and build

3 public schools which they then sell to the
local governments that operate them. The
companies are building twelve schools in
three counties. One project was completed
under budget and the developers refurned
§500,000 to the county. By using cost-
effective measures found in private con-
struction, the developers are delivering
quality products for less that the county
could. :

Lease FINANCING

Lease finanding may take on several forms
and may be called “installment purchase,”
“installment sales contract,” or “lease purchase
agreement.” Regardless of the name. the kev dif*
ference in lease financing and debt-financing is
that the governmental unit is only obligated to
pay rent on a year-by-vear basis with lease finane-
ing. The leasc pavment must be reappropriated
cach vear. As long as the government unit has the
option to terminate the lease at the end of cach
fiscal vear if the necessary rental payments are not
appropriated, the lease financing obligation will
not constitute debt. The advantage of this type of
non-debt financing, is that typicallv no vore of the
clectorate is required to approve the project.

In a typical lease financing agreement, the
project is privately developed and owned. The
developer bears the burden of obtaining the
financing and the lender bears the risk of the
rental pavments being reappropriated. Lenders
will usually weigh the long term need for the pro-
ject with the risk of non-appropriation in deter-
mining the cost of financing the project. The risk
of the funds not being appropriated resnlts in
lease financing being mare expensive than trady:

tional debt-financing.
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Pustic-PRrIvaTe PARTNERSHIPS:
PrRivavization

The use of privatized projects or “public-

private partnerships™ is becoming more common

and accepred as an avenue in the development of

public facilities. The use of the term “privatized™ has
been taken w mean that a private -organization
assummes the role of the public entity in the acquisi-
tion of land, obuining land  development
approvals, sceuring financing, supervising the
design and construction process, and manage-
ment of the public faclliny once completed. The
priate entty may perform any cambination or
Al of the services necessary as determined by the
public entitv. Ownership of the facility: may
remain with the private organization and mat.
Miter some prederermined period, ransfer to the

public ageney tor a nominal antount.

3'BM has o 525 million, 5 year commit-
‘:’;' ment to “Reinventing Edecaiion.” It
i entered o parinership with Charlotte-
Mecklenburg school system in Nosth Carolina
o investigate ways in which tedrnology can
be used fo achieve systemic reform. The
school system will build four nes« schools an
a 200 acre site necr an IBM plant. 1BM will
equip the schools with state-of-the-art

technology.

pillers, Konsos City, 140,

Lees Suinmh North High School, Lees Su




The advantage of the public-private part-
ncrship is that it is able to leverage the strengths
of the private sector to seize market opportuni-
ties to the bencfit of the public. The private scc-
tor can bring savings in construction costs,
opcrating and mairtenance costs, and time in
the development of the public facility. As a pri-
vate entity, it is more flexible in the procurement
of services, it con avoid some of the political
interference associated with public projects, and
it is better able to secure creative financing for

the development of the facility.

o s ——
tanley Gault showed what business can
do in Wooster, Ohio. As (EO with
Rubbermaid, he got the company to

purchase fand for a new high schoot if the

community would pay for the building. Gauli
and his wife personally pledged $500,000
for an indoor swimming pool and commu-
nity fitness center fo be built next fo it.
Voters passed a $32 million bond issue.
Gault hopes to enlist corporations fo donate

training, services, and money. Now, as Chief

Lees Summit North High Schoal, Leas Summit, MO Phato by Michae! Spillers, Kensas City, KO.

Executive of Goodyear, Gault intends to put
Goodyear's influence behind school reform,
urging other corporations to donate training,

services, and money.




Spectat Purrose 501(C)3
NMow-PROFIT CORPORATIONS

A unique form of financing public buildings,
and a variation of public-privare partnerships, is
the use of a Special Purpose 501(¢)3 Non-profit
Corporation. Within specific rules of the IRS
Code, the 501tc)3 corporation is able to issue
tax-cxempt bonds and use the proceeds to
develop and own public facilitics. The private
entity, in conjunction with the public ennity, cre-
ates the corporation which will develop and.
upon completion, own the facilite. This allows
the public ageney to gain the efficiencics of the
private sector defivery while maintainmng the tas-

cvempt status in the financial markets. '

Through a development agreement, the
public entity is able to out-sonrce the risk associ-
ated with development, financing, and schedule
to the private o‘rganization‘ The public agency
makes lease pavments to the 301{c)3 corporation
which in turn makes pavments to the bond hold-
ers. At the end of the lease term, ownership of
the facilitv mav revert to the public agency for a

nominal fee.

BRI N N L | m‘\m




MopeL ForR PassinGg BoND IssuEs

he nearly 800 members of CASH, the
Coalition for Adequate School Housing
in Sacramento, California, have success-
fully increased public and legislative awareness of
California’s growing need for new and updated

school facilities. The coalition of school districts,

Sciool FaQLiTies PUBLIC AWARENESS CamPAIGN PLAN

L. Mect with state legislators on a regular basis. lnvite them

to visit school facilities.

[

o
_ List and report information about vour school district’s
need for facilities funding with the media.

_ Make presentations about the condition of local schools

09

to groups, such as:
Board of Realtors
Chamber of Commerce
City Council
Lions, Rotary, and similar organizations
PTA
School Board

4 Solicit letters to the editor of local newspapers from

parents and other supporters of public education.

county cffices of education, architects, develop-
ers, contractors, attornieyvs, bond counsel, finan-
cial institutions, and others have sponsored or
managed campaigns for more than $8 billion in
statewide school bonds since 1982; helped
develop current school facility law; and sup-
ported legislation to improve state funding of
school facility construction, maintenance, and
modernization.

CASH has done its homework. It knows
which legislators favor bond issues and has devel-
oped a public awareness campaign to change no
votes to ves. It’s not shy about asking vendors
who do business with schools — contractors,
consultants, financial firms, attornevs, cic. — to
contributc money to the campaigns.

CASH also distributes a packet with school
tacts, such as cnrollment figures, grewth projec-
tions and enrollment increascs; regulations which
may prohibit innovative funding, such as lottery
revenue; examples of need (lunch beginning at
10:30, usc of temporary classrooms); and effect of
construction on the economy. The packet also lists
all projects awaiting funding, summarizes roll call
votes on bond issucs, lists legislators by school

district, and includes sample letters to the editor.

16




CONCLUSION

he fact that 74% of our public schools are

more than 25 years old is not alarming.

Such buildings shouid last that long and

longer. Nor is it alarming that 27,000 of our
public schools are more than 50 years old.
Schools that are more than 50 vears old would
not have to be abandoned if properly maintained
and rchabilitated to accommodate modern tech-
nologies and needs. What is alarming is thar 14 mil-
lion children attend schools that need extensive
repair or replacement or pose hazards to them while
schools contnue 1o defer maintenance on buildings.
The problem of dilapidated schools has
grown far beyond the fiscal capabilides of state
and local governments. Decades of deferred
maintenance, combined with rising ant-tax sen-
timents and an aging population, have created a
$112 billion problem that spans the nation. The
decay of our nadon’s schools threatens the
opportunities of our vouth as well as the future

competitivencss of our nation. Strength and hard

work are no longer enough to get ahcad—qual-
1t3 education is a prerequisite to information age
employment along with computer skills and the
ability to usc technologics. The cost of building
and maintaining our schools is high, but the cost
of doing nothing, of abdicating our responsibil-
ity to our children, is infinitely higher.

The investment in our schools today is an

investment in our future.

17




Guipt To GAO RerorTS ON ScHoot FACILITIES

Topic

GAO Report

Overall condition of buildings

Condition of building features

Estimated costs to bring schools
into good overall condition

School Facilities: Conditions of Amevica’s
Sehools (GAO/HEHS-95-61, Feb. 1, 1995);
School Facilities: America’s Schools Report
Differing Conditions (GAO/HEHS-96-103,
June 14, 1996); and School Facilities: Profiles of
School Conditions by State (GAO/HEHS-96-
1438, June 1996)

Environmental conditions

School  Factlities:  America’s  Schools Not
Designed or  Equipped  for 2lst Century
(GAO/HEHS-95-95, Apr. 4, 1995); School
Facilities: Condition of America’s Schools
(GAO/HEHS-95-61, Feb. 1, 1995); Schoni
Facilities: America’s Schools Report Differing
Conditions (GAO/HEHS-96-103, Junc
14, 1996); and Schoo! Factlities: Profiles of
School Conditions by State (GAO/HEHS-96-
148, June 1996)

Functional requirements for
cducation reform

Technology

School Facilities: America’s Schools Not Designed

or Equipped for 21st Century (GAO/HEHS-
95-95, Apr. 4, 1995)

Federal mandates

School Facilitics: Conditions of America’s Schools
(GAO/HEHS-95-61, Feb. 1, 1995); Schoo!
Facilities: America’s Schools Report Differing
Conditions (GAO/HEHS-96-103, June 14,
1996); and School Facilitics: Accessibilisy for the
Disabled Still an Isue (GAO/HEHS-96-73,
Dec. 29, 1995); and Schoo! Facilities: Profiles of
School Conditions by State (GAO/HEHS-96-
148, June 1996)

State role in school facilities

School Facilities: State’s Financial and

Technical Support Varies (GAO/HEHS-96-
27, Nov. 28, 1995)

Financing

Schaol Finance: Trends in U.S. Education
Spending (GAQ/HEHS-95-235, Sept. 1995);
School Finance: Three Stares’ Expericiees with

Equity in School Funding (GAO/HEHS 96-
39, Dec. 1995)

"> rder contad the U'S General Awounting Qffice PO Sox 6015 Goithersburg, 10 20884 6015. (202) 517 6000 fox (301) 258 4066 10D (301} 413
D006 Smgle copres are free, additional copics ore $2 zoch 0 25% discount applies to 100 or more copres Far mfarmotion on how 1o access GAD reparts on

19

*he $ITIRHET send on ¢ mad messoge wah snfo 1n e zadv to- mlo€ vaww gaa.gov or vistt GAD's World VWide Web Hame Poge ot hitp-/ /“enerr goo gov




//ﬁf
J) Y

 EAGEFSHIF
. FGEITLFTOIG

: THE Assocmw GENERAL (ormu\nons of AMERI(A " AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF ‘ScHooL Anmmnsmnons 2
1957 E. StrEer, N.W.. , S 1801 Nomn MooRre STREET
.WASHINGTQN,-D.(. 20006 E - "ARLINGTON, VIRGINM, 22209
{202) 393-2040 (703) 528-0700
<

et o i . VAGCof Amenca September 1998




